Introduction
The introduction of automated methods has had a protbund effect on The third criterion for successful calibration of a routine method in terms of a reference method is that the numerical ratio of results obtained by the two methods should be constant (within the limits of experimental error) for every patients' sample. No unequivocal guarantee can be given that this will be so. However, the probability that a sample-independent ratio exists is increased by careful choices of methods and calibrators, and can be further increased by extending the number and range of samples for which the ratio is experimentally determined by the two methods.
The acceptable variation of the inter-method ratio that is considered to be within the limits of experimental error and therefore consistent with the absence of a sampledependent variation depends on the characteristics of the routine and reference methods. Some variation in the slope of the regression line relating results given by the routine method to those obtained by the reference method when applied to the same samples is inevitable, because each method has its own inherent imprecision. [6] .
The process of establishing that an acceptable degree of commutability exists between a routine method and a reference method thus requires a combination of theory and practice: first, the choice of methods similar in analytical principles, and, above all, in specificity for the analyte to be determined; second, an experimental demonstration of the similarity of their relative response in the two methods for both the calibration material and a number of patients' samples that is large enough to give a significant probability that subsequent samples will conform to the observed ratio. Ideally, the number of samples would be infinitely large. In practice, the number will be at least 50, and preferably 100 or more, covering a wide range of catalytic concentration.
Detailed recommendations for such a study have been proposed [7] and have been applied in a number ofstudies [5] . These although the primary and certified use of these materials is to provide a standard with a defined catalytic concen-tration when measured in a closely specified measurement procedure, data have been provided that demonstrate the near-identity of the catalytic properties of enzyme preparations from animal sources with the homologous enzymes in human serutn, for example, gamma-glutamyltransferase from pig kidney [8] .
Some of these preparations have also been used to test the principles of commutability between methods set out above. Use of the BCR pig-kidney 7-glutamyltransferase preparation (CRM 319) as a calibrator showed excellent commutability between the Scandinavian recommended method and the IFCC's reference method, although the methods differ in the nature of the donor substrate and in measuring temperature [5] . Similarly 
